Regtmimg (he specif tcatum: 

With this paper, Appiicant amends the Abstmct in accordance with Examiner's remarks in 
section iof the Office action of 30 March 2007, 

Megardmg dmm rejectims under 3S VS€ JV3: 

Apphcxii t*$ cknmb 1-4 and {^-7 {>tdnd i elected under »5 I'SC 10 Ha) over W htnnctt (6 > ! 7 4 ! 1 ) n? 
View of SesfuKif! (2(^02/0000035) Applicant^ claims I, b, and 7 are independcnU claims 2 4 
depend on claim 1 . 

it is important to note that Applicant's claims 1, 6, and 7 comprise the use of codes based o« 
reiali ve values of amplitude intensities of a first wave with a Hrst polarization and a second was^e 
wiih a second polarization, wiiereiii the first and second polarizations are diflferent. Claims 1, 6, 
and 7 arc amended with this paper to more clearly poim ait this aspect of the invention, 

Whinnett and Seshadri , alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the use of codes based 
on relative values of atnpHtude intensities of a first wave with a first polarisation and a second 
wave %vith a second (different) polarij^tion. Indeed, neither the term ''potari?.atio«" nor my 
related term appears in these refemnces. More generally, Whinnett and Seshadd, taken alone or 
taken i« conibioation, are completely silent regarding this aspect of Applicant's ioveotion. For M 
least these reasons, Applicatit respeciililly requests that Examiner allow claims 1, 6, and 7 as 
amended here. Claims 2, 3, and 4 depend on claim 1, so Applicant respectfully asks that claims 
2, 3, and 4 therefore also be alfowed. 
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Regarding claim rejections under 35 lISC 102: 

Applicant's independent claim 5 stands rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Whinnett (6,317,411). 

It is important to note liiat Applicant's claim 5 comprises a code data assigner which assigns 
codes corresponding to data to be transmitted, based on relative values of amplitude intensities of 
first and second polarized waves, wherein the first and second polarizations are different. 

Whinnett does not teach or suggest the use of a code data assigner which assigns codes 
corresponding to data to be transmitted, based on relative values of amphtude intensities of first 
and second polarized waves. Indeed, neither the term "polarized" nor any related term appears 
in Whinnett. More generally, Whhinett is completely silent regarding this teaching and 
limitation of Applicant's invention. For at least these reasons. Applicant respectfully holds that a 
proper prima facie rejection of Applicant's independent claim 5 has not been established, and 
respectfully requests that Examiner withdraw this rejection. 

SummaFy: 

For at least the aforementioned reasons. Applicant respectftUly holds that claims 1-7 as amended 
hei^e are now allowable, and respectfully asks Examiner to allow these claims. Applicant 
sincerely thanks Examiner, and requests that the application now pass to issue. 

Respectfully submitted. 

By: 

David R. Irvin 
Reg. No. 42,682 
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